
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

REGION 21 
PARAGON SYSTEMS INC. 

Employer 
  

and Case 21-RC-262136 
LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS SECURITY 
UNIONS LEOSU-CA, LEOS-PBA 

Petitioner 
            and 
INTERNATIONAL UNION, SECURITY, POLICE 
& FIRE PROFESSIONALS OF AMERICA 
(SPFPA) AND ITS LOCAL 3 
                                    Intervenor 
 

ORDER DENYING INTERVENOR’S 
MOTION TO DISMISS PETITION 

 
 On July 7, 2020, the Intervenor filed a Statement of Position and Motion to Dismiss the 
Petition, and the Petitioner filed a response in opposition to the Intervenor’s Motion to Dismiss 
the Petition.  In its Motion to Dismiss the Petition, the Intervenor contends that the petition in 
this matter should be dismissed because (1) the petition was filed in the wrong Region and 
should have instead been filed in Region 31, and (2) the petition is procedurally defective, since 
two petitions were pending at the same time for an allegedly identical matter and were not 
assigned unique case numbers.   
 

As to its contention that the petition in this matter was filed in the wrong Region, the 
Intervenor contends that the petition should have been filed in Region 31 because most of the 
employees in the petitioned-for unit purportedly work at locations in the geographical 
jurisdiction of Region 31. 

   
As to its contention that the petition is procedurally defective, the Intervenor contends 

that there were two petitions pending at the same time for an identical matter.  In this regard, the 
Intervenor states that the while the instant petition was filed on June 24, 2020, the petition in 
Case 21-RC-261540, which was filed on June 11, 2020 and allegedly concerned an identical 
petitioned-for unit, remained pending until June 25, 2020, when it was withdrawn.  In further 
support of its contention that the petition is procedurally defective, the Intervenor also contends 
that since each case is assigned a unique case number upon docketing, and since that allegedly 
did not happen here, the petition in Case 21-RC-262136 must be dismissed.  The Intervenor also 
asserts that Region 21 admitted that the instant petition is procedurally defective because on June 
25, 2020, the Region emailed the Intervenor a corrected docketing letter and petition and asked 
the Intervenor to disregard the docketing letter the Region had sent on June 24, 2020. 
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In its response opposing the Intervenor’s Motion to Dismiss, the Petitioner states that the 
petition was appropriately filed with Region 21, and notes that Region 21 issued a Certification 
of Representative involving the same unit in 2007, in Case 21-RC-020966.1  As to the 
Intervenor’s contention that the instant petition is procedurally defective because two petitions 
were allegedly pending for an identical matter and were not assigned unique case numbers, the 
Petitioner states that the petitions in Case 21-RC-261540 and 21-RC-262136 are not in fact 
identical.  In this regard, the Petitioner states that the petition in Case 21-RC-261540 sought a 
unit of approximately 324 employees employed by the Employer at certain federal facilities in 
Los Angeles and the surrounding areas for an election beginning on July 1, 2020, while the 
petition in Case 21-RC-262136 seeks a unit of approximately 351 employees employed by the 
Employer at certain federal facilities in Los Angeles, Orange County and the surrounding areas, 
for an election beginning on July 13, 2020.  Thus, the Petitioner asserts that there were not two 
petitions pending for an identical matter. 

 
 I have considered the Intervenor’s contentions and have determined that they are not 
sufficient grounds to dismiss the petition.  When a petition is filed involving employer facilities 
that fall within the geographic boundaries of two or more Regions, the petition may be filed in 
any of such Regions.  NLRB Casehandling Manual (Part Two) Representation Proceedings Sec. 
11002.3.  The petition in the instant matter seeks a unit of employees working at locations in Los 
Angeles, Orange County and surrounding areas.  Orange County is wholly within the geographic 
boundaries of Region 21’s jurisdiction, as are parts of Los Angeles County.  Here, because the 
petition involves employees at worksites within the geographic boundaries of Region 21, the 
petition was appropriately filed with and docketed by Region 21.  Moreover, even assuming a 
petition was filed in the wrong Region, i.e., a Region in which the dispute does not include any 
of the employer’s work sites within its geographic boundaries, the petition would not be 
dismissed.  Instead, such a petition would be transferred to the appropriate Region. 
   
 As to the Intervenor’s contentions that the petition must be dismissed because it is 
procedurally defective, the mere fact that two petitions were pending for an allegedly identical 
matter for approximately 1 day is not grounds to dismiss the petition.  In this case, it is 
undisputed that the petition in Case 21-RC-261540 is no longer pending and was withdrawn on 
June 25, 2020, just 1 day after the instant petition was filed.  Moreover, the two petitions were in 
fact assigned unique case numbers, Cases 21-RC-261540 and 21-RC-262136, and any clerical 
error was corrected by issuance to the Intervenor of a corrected docketing letter with the petition 
in this matter on June 25, 2020.   
 
 Finally, it is important to note that the Petitioner requested to withdraw its petition in 
Case 21-RC-261540 based in part on the Intervenor’s position that the petition in that case was 
filed before the opening of the window period under the Board’s contract-bar doctrine.  Instead 
of litigating the issue of whether the petition in Case 21-RC-261540 was or was not filed before 
the window period opened, the Petitioner elected to withdraw that petition and file this petition 
(21-RC-262136) within the window period.  While the Intervenor argued that the petition in 
Case 21-RC-261540 was untimely, it raises no such argument in this case.  Instead, the 

 
1 The petition in Case 21-RC-020966 involved predecessor employer USProtect Corporation, the Intervenor in the 
instant case, and two other unions.   
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Intervenor attempts to invalidate the petition in Case 21-RC-262136 based an asserted procedural 
defect, which is without merit.  Accordingly,  
 
 IT IS ORDERED that the Intervenor’s Motion to Dismiss the Petition is denied. 

 
Dated:  July 9, 2020   
 
 
 

William B. Cowen, Regional Director 
National Labor Relations Board, Region 21 
US Court House, Spring Street 
312 North Spring Street, 10th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 


